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Compare these piclures, which appeared on the cover of the Comrmission's interim
report, with those on the cover of this final report  They illustrate the fact that Indiana’s
soif erosion and sedimentation problems, although serious, are quite salvable.




' GOVERNOR'S SOIL RESOURCES STUDY COMMISSION

December |, 1985 ROBERT D. ORR, GOVERNOR

The Honorable Rabert D, Orr
Governor, The State of Indiana
206 State House

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Dear Governor Orr:

Following is the final report of the Governor's Soil Resources Study
Commission, FEntitled "T by 2000: An Accelerated Program to Reduce Soil Erosion
and Sedimentation in Indiana," the report contains recommendations Ffor publie
and private sector actions that the Commission feels are necessary to protect
the State's soil resource for future generations.

Over the past two years, the Commission met formally twenty-four times;
held two tours to view erosion/sedimentation problems first-hand: evaluated
erosion control programs in nearby states; gathered other data and expert
opinions; published its findings in an interim report entitled "Indiana's
Erosion and Sedimentation Situation;" and conducted eleven public participation
meetings in various areas of the State, These public meetings provided a forum
for citizen reaction to the interim report and input important to the
development of recommendations.

Recognizing that financial resources at all levels of government continue
to be limited, the Commission nonetheless has determined that it should
recommend the best possible course of action te attack the dual problems of
erosion and sedimentation, And we likewise urge rthat as many of the resources
of government as possible be turned to the task of controlling these serious yet
solvable problems.

The urgency of making a start toward the goal of "T by 2000" suggests your
recommendation of a legislative package to the upcoming Indiana General
Assembly., The Commission urges a package consisting of necessary enabling
legiglation and the appropriation of $5 million for implementing Recommendations
1-3, 14 and 15, wvhich deal with operarional and funding frameworks, and for
initiating portions of Recommendations 4-10, which deal with educational,
technical and financial assistance.

We feel that an accelerated erosion/sediment reduction program such as
proposed here not only is compatible with the State's total effort to improve
citizen quality of 1ife, but is in fact intertwined with all other aspecta of
that effort, including education and economic development. It is our hope that
this report will serve as the framework for increased and redirected State
involvement in the conservation of our esaential soil resource.

Respeccfully submitted,

Jonas R Hast,

James R. Martin
Chairman
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T by 2000:

An Accelerated Program to Reduce
Soil Erosion and Sedimentation in Indiana

SUMMARY OF GOALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Alter an extensive examination of the problem ol soil erosion and resulting sedi-
mentation in Indiana, the Governor's Soil Resources Study Commission has concluded
that a comprehensive slale-supported soill erosion and sediment control program is
urgently needed. The goals of such a program should be:

a. By the year 2000, erosion reduced on each acre of land to its tolerable limit (T)
or below. (T value s the maximum level al which soll erosion may occur and still per-
mit high crop produclivity lo be sustained economically and indelinitely.)

b. By the year 2000, all off-site sedimentation controlled by application of besl
practical technology.

In order to accomplish these goals, both of which are implied in the slogan "T by
2000," the Cormmission suggests implementation of the following recommendalions:

1. That the Indiana Department of Natural Resources be given administrative re-
sponsibility for the proposed program.

2. That a Division of Soll Conservation be created by statute within IDMR's Bureau
of Water and Mineral Resources as the unit specifically responsible lo implement
the state program, with Soil & Water Conservation Districts having authonty 1o
administer the prograrn al the county level,

3. That the State Soil and Water Conservation Committee be renamed the State Soil
Conservation Board, be increased by Iwo members representing non-agricultural
interests, and serve as the policy-making body for the Division of Soil Conserva-
lion, IDNA.

4. That professional assistance in planning, coordinating and training for adult soil
conservation education aclivities be available 1o local Soil & Water Conservalion
Districts on a regional basis.

5. That natural resource conservalion information, including soll conservation, be
incorporaled inlo appropriate areas of study In Indiana elementary and secondary
schools.

6. That adequate financial support lor |he expansion of research activities In soil
conservalion be made available

7. That each Soil & Water Conservation Districl be provided adequate professional
soil conservalion technical assistance.



10.

i

12,

13

14.

15.

That non-agriculiural solls interpretative and erosion control experise be avail-
able 1o local Soil & Waler Conservation Districts on a regional basis.

That financial assistance be made available for the installation of erosion control
structural measures on severely eroding cropland.

That financial assistance be made available for the conversion of highly erodible
land from crop production to permanent vegetalive cover.

That a phased, statewide regulatory program be developed and in place to be
initiated after all voluntary approaches 1o erosion/sediment reduction have been
exhausted.

Thal legislation be drawn up and enacled as soon as possible allowing prosecu-
lion of landowners who, after a reasonable period of lime, fail lo adopt soil
conserving practices that prevent off -site sediment damage.

That the Division of Scil Conservation, IDNR, with all Soil & Waler Conservation
Districts, assist other federal, slate and local entities in encouraging and monitor-
ing compliance with those aspects of their programs, ordinances, etc. related to
erosion/sediment reduction.

That funding be continued for the current program responsibilities of the State
Soil and Water Conservation Committee (recommended to be carried oul by the
Division of Soill Conservation, IDNR).

That a dedicated fund be established for the purpose of carrying out the pro-
posed program.
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Introduction and Background

THE COMMISSION'S CHARGE

In August 1983, Governor Robent D. Orr created a special commission 1o assess
Indiana’s soil erosion/sedimentation situation and, based on its lindings, to recommend
aclions that would help ensure continued productivity of our soil resource for lhe
future. Specifically, the Governor's Sail Resources Study Commission was charged
with:

"...conducling a comprehensive and careful examinalion of s0il resource manage -
ment problems with emphasis on soil erosion, the trends and forces shaping the use
and management of agricullural lands, and the adequacy ol present policy, law and
management o conserve and protect the soll resource,” and

*_.developing recommendalions for a coordinated management policy designed 1o
provide a framework of cooperative action by the private sector and slale and local
governmeants lo protect the soil resource ol Indiana.”

INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS

During its first year, the Commission extensively studied the problem of erosion and
resulting sedimentation in the state. It heard testimony from experts on the erosion
process and principles of control, visited areas where erosion had and had not been
adequately controlled, reviewed previously compiled data on various aspecls of the
problem, and undertook 18 own investigations where relevant information was not
available

Results of the Commission's study were presented in an nterim report, entitled
‘Indiana’s Erosion and Sedimentation Situation" published November 1984.° The
report first established the economic importance of the soil resource 10 Indiana, then
documented the nature and extent of erosion occurring in the stale, its immediate and
long-term costs, the benefits 1o be realized from control, and finally the status of
Indiana’s control efforts, including the roles of organizations and agencies involved in
those etlorls.

Here in brief are the major reported lindings of the Commission:

= Soll s the resource base for a $4 billion industry that infuses $12-15 billion annu-
ally into the state’s economy.

= Yel each year more than 100 milllon tons of that resource are being eroded
through the action of wind and waler. '

= Over 40 percent of Indiana's cropland is eroding at a rate that will, if unchecked,
reduce ils productivily.

Copies are available for review gl county Cooperative Extension Service and USDA Soll Conservation
Service offices, or may be orderad Irom Ihe Stale Soil and Water Consarvation Commillee, AGAD
Building, Purdue University, Wesl Lalayelia, IN 47907




« The value of lost topsoil and the plant nutrienis carried away with it has been
estimaled lo exceed $450 million a year,

« Net income ta farmers is being reduced by well aver $100 million because of lower
yields and higher production costs resulling from erosion,

« County governments spend over 7 million a year to remove sediment from road
surlaces and roadside dilches; however, total roadway sediment cleanup would
cost an estimated $256 million and aboul $15 million annually thereafler for ade-
quate maintenance,

« Damage from erosion in urban areas tolals more than $7 million a year, nol includ-
ing what is spent to remove sediment from drinking water supplies which ap-
proaches $1 million in four of Indiana’s major metropolitan areas.

« The long-term "costs” of erosion 10 the state include continued (and in some cases
irreversible) soil productivity loss, reduced real property values, impaired use of
water resources and deteriorated water quality.

= Effective erosion/sediment control, on the other hand, would mean an out-of-
pocket savings of millions of dollars annually for Indiana citizens as landusers
and/or taxpayers, would ensure the viability and permit expansion ol our soil-based
industries, and would preserve |he ulility of our waler resources,

s Despile the problems thatl still exist, Indiana has nevertheless made significan!
sirides in comballing erosion over the past 50 years, loday, 1or example, the soll is
considered adequately protected on 59 percent of our 13.8 million cropland acres
and on 90 percent of our 6.7 million acres of pasture, forest and other rural lands.

= A key to Indiana’s erosion control successes 1o date has been the degree of In-
volvemenl, cooperation and experlise of various public agencies and private organ-
izations, anchored at the local level by active Soil & Waler Conservation Districts.

In essence, the Commission's study confirmed thal the costs associated with soil
erasion in Indiana were indeed large, as were the benelits associated with its control;
and lhal, although progress has been made over the years in reducing the slale's
arosion/sedimentation problem, the task remaining is formidable.

GOALS FOR EROSION/SEDIMENT REDUCTION

In early 1985, eleven public meetings were held throughout the state both to gather
citizen reaction lo the interim (situation) report and (o seek input that might prove valu-
able in the development of recommendations. As a result of those meelings and addi-
lional experl lestimony, the Commission adopled the following erosion and sediment
reduction goals for Indiana thal define the progress yel needed and establish a time
frame for making that progress:

Goal 1. By the year 2000, erosion reduced on each acre of land to iis tolerable
limil (T) or below, (T value Is the maximum fevel al which soil erasion may occuwr and
still permit high crop productivity 10 be sustained econamically and indefinitely.)

Goal 2. By lhe year 2000, all ofi-site sedimentalion controlled by application of
best practical technalogy,

The slogan “T by 2000" is used here 1o denole the equal and concurren! accom-
plishment of these two goals.
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The disturbingly high annual erosion losses on over & million acres of agricultural
land, the resulting decreases in productivily, and the threals lo water quality from sedi-
mentation justify, in the Commission’s opinion, immediate attention to the above goals.
However, tor Indiana to achieve “T by 2000" assumes that both goals are quickly
adopled, accorded high priority and aggressively addressed. It also assumes that land
within tolerable soil loss limits is maintained at T or below and does nol return to high
erosion levels.

Even when the goals have been mel, some erosion will still take place; streams will
continue to transport and lakes conlinue lo receive certain amounts of sediment as
natural hydrologic systems. However, no land should be losing soil at a rate greater
than its abilily to replemsh it.

CITIZEN/GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITIES IN
SOIL RESOURCE PROTECTION

In “developing recommendations for a coordinated management policy..lo protect
the soil resource of Indiana” the Commission recognizes thatl the erosion/sedimen -
tation problem affects quality of life and economic potential not just lor the individual
whose livelihood s tied to the land, but also for the general citizenry of Indiana, and
not just in the present, but also for future generations. Theretore, underlying the
Commission's recommendations are the lollowing assumptions concerning sail con -
servation and the attendant responsibilities of individual landusers, of all citizens and of
government.

a. Because soll is a basic and essential resource ol the slate, its conservation is
fundamental to the present and fulure health, weltare and economy of the pecple of
Indiana.

b. Impairment or destruction of soll productivity through water and wind erosion,
and damage to the land and to water qualily from conseguent sedimentalion are
severaly adverse to the public interest,

c. All landowners or users, both public and privale, have a basic obligation 1o so
protect their land thal the rate of soil erosion thereon does not exceed the rate of
natural soil replenishment.

d. By reason of the inherent public interest, it i1s appropriate that public funds be
used 1o assist landowners in fulliling the above obligation, particularly where adequate
protection necessitates high-investmenl and/or low-relurn corrective measures

e. Involvement ol state and local government in erosion/sediment control efforts is

likewise appropriate and necessary. Such Invalvement is seen 1o include: (1) develop-

\ ment and direclion of educational efforis to instill 2 public conservation ethic as well as

increase cilizen awareness, knowledge and support; (2) provision of technical and

hinancial assistance 1o bring the rate of soil loss on all lands to within tolerable limits or

. T; and (3) exercise of regulatory authority, as warranted, to ensure continued soil con-

servation and provide recourse for ofi-sile sediment damage resulting Irom land abuse
or misuse.

f. There exisis at the county level an eslablished, visible, accepled adminisirative
structure in the form of 92 Soll & Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) capable of
delivering to landusers the aaditional services that an intensified soll conservation pro-
gram would provide.




FRAMEWORK FOR ACTION

The Commission's interim report separaled the lands of Indiana into three
categories relative to degree of sheet, rill and wind erosion occurring on them —those
eroding at a level less than the tolerable limit (T), thase eroding between T and twice T
(2T). and those eroding above 2T It also dentified, as another category, those siles
that are apt to be significant sources of sedimentation, such as a streambank, estab -
lished quily, unprotected roadside or construction site.

The type and amount of remedial action needed in each calegory will differ, sug-
gesting that Indiana’s erosion/sediment situation can be dealt with in segments and
that the actions recommended here can be targeted. For Instance,

s Where land erodes less than T, the need is primarily for educational programs 10
insure thal the erosion level on these acres does nol again exceed T but rather
continues to decline.

= Where land erodes between T and 2T, educational programs plus technical assis-
tance are needed to encourage and advise the landowners as they use their own
financial resources for soll management practices, like conservation lillage, thal will
bring erosion rates at least down to T

* Where land erodes above 2T or siles are identified as significant sedimenl sources,
lhe appropriale soil protection praclices are likely to involve inslallalion of erosion
control slructures or conversion to vegelative cover, both of which provide little or
no shori-term economic return. Therefore, nol only are educational programs and
lechnical assistance needed, bul also financial help on a cost-share basis.
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Recommendations for Achieving
Erosion/Sediment Reduction

With the above assumplions and procedural framewaork in mind, the Commission
recommends that actions be laken in five general areas—operational structure, educa-
tion and research, technical assistance, financial assistance and regulation—to
accomplish the adopted goals by the year 2000,

OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE

Clearly, erosion and sedimentation pose a serious threat to Indiana's soil base, its
economy and lhe public welfare. Thus, il is impaortant thal slate governmen| assume a
visible and actlive leadership role in any major effort to address the problem. In s0
doing, the slale is publicly affirming that soil as a basic resource deserves immediate
protection and management. Such visible commitment is critical to active public sup-
port and participation.

The Commission feels hat responsibilily for camying oul the accelerated
erosion/sediment reduction program being proposed here logically resls wilh some
major existing unit of state government. Program direclion by that governmental unit,
appropriately slructured, would (a) permit an organized, professional and largeted
approach o problemn solving, (b) provide the adminislralive and supervisory control
necessary o implement policies and coordinale activities, and (c) ensure the long-
term maintenance of erosion/sediment reduction goals once those goals have been
met.

The following recommendations are the Commission judgments as to the appropri-
ate governmental unit and the operational structure most conducive to effectively
directing Indiana’'s so0il resource prolection program.

Recommendation 1. The Indiana Depariment of Natural Resources should be
given adminisirative responsibility for the program.

The IDNR seems the logical agency for numerous reasons, among them: (a) as
the name implies, it is already involved in vanious malters related to soil, (b) it follows
an inter-disciplinary approach to resource management, which recognizes soil as a
vital parl of the nalural resource communily thus encouraging development of a true
“land ethic;" and (c) it is experienced in regulatory and legal matlers, which may be a
necessary aspect of this program,

Recommendation 2. A Diwvision of Soil Conservation should be created by stalute
within IDNR's Bureau of Waler and Mineral Resources as the unil specifically respon-
sible lo implement the stale program, with the Soil & Water Conservation Districis hav-
ing authority to administer the program at the county level

Division staff would include SWCD -based soil conservalion lechmicians, regional
non-agricultural solls and erosion control specialists, and appropriate adminisirative
and clerical personnel. In addition lo implementing the new program, this staff would
carry oul the other on-going responsibilities of the State Soil Conservalion Board.

Recommendation 3. The State Sai and Waler Conservalion Commillee should
be renamed the Stale Soll Conservation Board, be increased by two members
representing non-agricullural interests, and serve as the policy-making body for the
Division of Soil Conservalion.




EDUCATION AND RESEARCH

Education is considered a key 10 not only achieving “T by 2000," but alsc main-
laining it in the years beyond. In the short term, the awareness, desire and motivation
among Indiana landusers to control erosion must be increased significantly If the task
is o be completed on time. In the longer run, there must be helghtened general public
understanding and appreciation of the soil resource and its protection if the gains
made are |0 be susigined,

Over the years, soil conservation education has been done primanly through the
local Soil & Water Conservation District, Soil Conservation Service and Cooperative
Extension Service. Many times, the activilies are carried out by lay and lechnical peo-
ple who are not educalional specialists. Thus, lhe elforts ollen suffer from lack of
timeliness, coordination, sufficient Inputs and attention because those involved have
other primary responsibilities,

For the proposed thrust 1o succeed, there is immediate need to aggresively,
repeatedly and convincingly tell the story of erosion and the dollar value of sail con-
servation, nol only to local landusers but to the general public as well. Il is also fell
that, if the next generation has a proper understanding and sense of slewardship
toward the soil, the public resources needed o correct erosion/sedimentation prob -
lems in the future would be significantly reduced. An effective formal conservation
education program that instills a "conservation ethic” in fulure generations will more
than pay for ilsell

The loundation of any conservalion educalion program is the new Inlormalion gen-
eraled by research  Innovative methods of ergsion control and sediment reduclion
must continually be developed and evaluated to keep pace with changing economic
conditions and technological advancements. Ensuring an active, on-going research
base in soll conservation is vital lo the educaticnal ellorls proposed here.

The Commigsion makes the following recommendations relative to educational and
research needs,

Recommendation 4. FProfessional assistance in planning, coordinating and train-
fng for adull soif conservation education aclivities should be available lo local Soil &
Water Conservalion Dislricls on a regional basis.

This assistance would be provided by 10 socil conservation education specialisis
lecated strategically throughout the state, plus a stale coordinator. This educalional
function can best be carned oul by the Cooperative Extension Service, Purdue Univer -
sity, but mus! be coordinated wilh all other aspects of the erosion/sediment reduction
program by the State Soll Conservation Board, which has ultimate responsibility for the
lotal program.

These soll conservation education specialists would work with local SWCDs in
identifying and implementing needed educalional activities, such as conservation lours
and demonsirations, ouldoor conservation laboralories, leacher workshops, conlests,
exhibits, informalicnal campaigns and mass media use. They would also assist in
developing, coordinating and launching specific educational efforts as well as provide
training lor carrying out on-going programs direcled loward landusers.

Estimated annual funding need of this recommendalion Is;

Soll Conservation Education Specialists (10}
® Salaries and related cosis 8318822
& Support costs (includes vehicle operation and mainten-
ance, lelephone, postage, supplies, secretarial assis-
lanca, mileage. per diem, lodging) 88,410
TOTAL s407, 332




Soil Conservation Education Specialist Coordinator (1)

= Salary and relaled cosls $37 668

® Support costs (includes lelephone, poslage, supplies,
secrelanal assistance, mileage, per diem, lodging) 12,700
TOTAL ~ $50,368

Recommendation 5. Natural resource conservation information, including soil
conservation, should be incorporated into appropriale areas of siudy in Indiana ele-
mentary and secondary schools,

This could be accomplished in the following ways:

= By reviewing lextbooks to ascerain il relerences lo soil conservation exist, are
correct and are appropriale 0 Indiana’s silualion, If additions or changes are in
order, then formal recommendations can be made to the Commission on Textbook
Adoption. Textbook review and recommendations might be made |oinily by the
Division of Sail Conservation, IDNR, and the Cooperative Extension Service,

= By assembling appropnale previously prepared educational malerials regarding the
soil resource in Indiana and distributing it to schools. This could be done by the
soil conservation education specialists.

» By producing new educational resources (including printed and audio-visual
malerials, compuler programs, etc.) aboutl soil conservation for use by schools,
perhaps on a loan or rental basis, Material might be developed by the Cooperative
Extension Service and distributed through commercial sources.

= By making the soil conservalion education specialists available lo schools to con-
duct special programs throughout the year and (0 serve as a conservation informa-
tion resource for teachers.

« By incorporaling soil conservalion information into certified teacher education and
continuing education curricula for Indiana. Al least 10 hours of classroom lime in a
required science course for teachers should be devoted to the fundamental prine-
ples and activities of soil conservation in Indiana. The Soill Conservation Service
district conservationists could teach this information at the state's teacher educa-
tion institutions

= By the State Departmenl of Education requiring the teaching of specific soil con-
servalion units in elementary and secondary grade levels.

Recommendation 6. Adequate financial support for the expansion of research
activities in soil conservation should be made avaiable:

Amaong the priority lopics needing support lar research are: (a) mechanics ol soil
erosion, (b) alternalive erosion control techniques, (c) effects ol erosion on soil pro-
ductivity, (d) effecis of sedimentation, (e) economics of erosion damage, sedimentation
and various confrol methods, and (f) equipment adaptations for conservalion lillage
systems.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Greater ability to identily, prioritize and develop plans to solve the problems occur-
ring on severely eroding agricultural land in each county of the stale is a prime order
of business for accomplishing “T by 2000." The opportunity to do more on-site
evalualions and 1o work wilh landusers individually 1o explain and encourage adoplion
ol appropriate soil conservalion praclices would resull in significant erosion and sedi-
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menl reduction in a rather shorl time, Presently, however, federal, state and local soil
conservalion-relaled agencies have insufficient funding and personnel 1o provide the
on-site investigations and personal contacts so badly needed in high erosion areas.

There Is aiso critical need lo identity, prioritize and develop plans 1o solve the
severe erosion/sedimentation problems on certain non-agricuftural lands. These
prablems oflen require special conservation expertise based on the collection and
Interpretation of delailed soils information.  Again, exisling soil conservation agencies
simply do not have adequate slafl or funds to assist non-agricullural landusers and
appropriate agencies, such as the State Board of Heallh, local health departments and
county or area plan commissions, 1o deal with these problems within a desirable time
frame,

The Commission recommends the following concerning technical assistance:

Recommendation 7. Fach Soil & Water Conservation District should be provided
adequale professional soil conservation lechnical assistance.

This means at least 75 technicians assigned to the SWCDs where particularly
sevare erosion problems exist. Their tasks would include: identifying high erosion
lands, determining ownership of those lands, making personal contact with the land-
owners, and assisting them to develop plans far and apply the appropriate soil conser-
vation praclices.

It Is anticipated that these technicians would be selected from the local workforce,
trained on-the-job and housed in Soil Conservation Service or perhaps Cooperative
Extension Service offices. Funding of the posilions would come from the state and be
administered cooperatively by the Division of Soil Conservation, IDNR, and the
SWCDs. Although under authority of the State Soll Conservation Board, they would be
responsible 1o SWCDs as assigned. This places them in a position to respond directly
to local needs and demands, to understand the condilions causing erosion locally, and
to know whal programs would be besl suited for and accepted by the county.

A state coordinator located in the Division of Soil Conservation, IDNR, would pro-
vide lhe management and supervision for this lechmical assislance service

Estimated annual funding need of this recommendation is:

Sall Consarvation Technicians (75)

= Salarigs and related cosls £1.478469

= Supporl costs (includes vehicle operation and main-
lenance) 135,150
TOTAL 51613619

(Vehicle purchase, $636.000)
Soil Conservation Techmcan Coordinator (1)

# Salary and related cosls £37.668

& Support costs {includes lelephone. postage, supplies,
secrefanal assisiance, mileage. per diem, lodging) 12,700
TOTAL $50.368

Recommendation 8. Non-agricullural souls interpretative and erosion control
experlise should be available lo local Soil & Waler Conservation Dislricts on a regional
basis.

This experlise would be provided by 10 soils and erosion conlrol specialists
regionally located In Soil Conservation Service offices lo serve mulli-counly areas,
plus a stale coordinator located in Ihe Division of Soil Conservation, IDNR, Their job
would be to interpret soil surveys, conduct on-site investigations of non-agricultural
erosion/sedimentation problems, periorm delailed site avaluations, assist in developing
solutions, and convey the information 1o specific clientele.

Funding for these positions would come from the stale and be adminisiered
coopperatively by the Division of Soil Conservation, IDNR, and assigned SWCDs. All
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would be under the authority of the Slale Soil Conservation Board bul responsible o
SWCDs as assigned.

To equip these specialisis with the latest information and lechnology on an on-
going basis, the stale would provide Purdue University an annual grant lor program
development, research and continuing education in non-agricullural soils inlerpretation
and erosion conlrol. Among its responsibliities In this area, the University would
develop procedures lor carrying oul on-site investigations, conducl research on soil
properties and erasion/sedimentation problems, update soil surveys, and prepare pub-
lications and dala bases for public use

Estimated annual lunding need ol this recommendation is:

Solls and Erosion Control Specialists (10)

® Salaries and related costs $318922

* Support cosis (includes vehicle operation and main-
lenance) 67.210
TOTAL $386,132

(Vehicle purchase, $84,800)
Soils and Erosion Control Specialis| Coordinator (1)

= Salary and relaled cosis $37.668

* Supporl costs (includes lelephone, poslage, supplies,
secrelarial assistance, mileage, per diem, lodging) $12,700
TOTAL T50,368

Sails Interpretation and Erosion Control Grant
® To Purdue University for program development, re-
search and continuing educalion In sails interpreta -
lion and urban erosion problems $79,500

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Financial assistance lo landowners for the application of high-invesiment and/or
low-return erosion control measures on severely erading land is vital to realizing "T by
2000." This assistance musl be used with a sense ol urgency in dealing wilh the
highest eroding as well as the most erodible croplands.

The SCS Nalional Resources Invenlory has identified nearly 5.7 million Indiana
cropland acres as eroding al a rate exceeding the lolerable. limit (T). Of that lotal, ero-
sion on about 3.2 million acres can be successfully reduced o T by applying soil con-
servalion measures (particularly conservation lillage) that either reguire relatively little
investment or produce a reasonable rate of raturn.

The other 2.5 milion acres, however, have erosion rales or soll and topographic
characterislics such as 10 require correclive measures that would be costly or provide
little short -term payback. Il is for these acreages thal landhoiders need assislance.

The Commission makes the following recommendations concerning financial in-
centives:

Recommendation 9. Financial assistance should be made available for the
installation of erosion confrol siruclural measures on severaly eroding cropland

An Erosion Conltrol Structure Financial Assistance Program would be initiated and

applicable only to (a) Land Capability Class |, I, lll and IV* cropland acres that are

See Appendix A lor dafinitions of land capability classes
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eroding at a rate exceeding lwice the lolerable limil (i.e., above 2T), and (b} those
specific sites identified as contributing significantly to the sedimentalion of public
waters. This program would provide funds on a cost-share basis for inslalling struc -
lural measures, such as grassed waterways, waler and sediment control basins, ter-
races and overfall structures, which will reduce severe erosion but have a large initial
cost and rather small (it any) return to the landowner,

The State Soill Conservation Board would promulgate rules 1o administer the pro-
gram, including establishing criteria for parlicipation, levels of cost-sharing and priori-
lies for implementation. The SWCDs would be responsible for administration of this
program at the local level.

Indiana cropland acreage In Land Capability Classes |, I, Ill and IV eroding above
2T Is estimated to be: Class |, 18,000; Class Il, 1,251,000; Class Ill, 556,000; and
Class IV, 524,000, Assuming similar required struclural treatments (and costs) for
Class | and |l land and for Class IIl and IV land, lhe estimated total and annual funding
needs of this recommendation are:

Cropland acres Approximate Total need  Average annual
eroding above 2T struclural cos!  all sources  need all sources
Class I, 1 --1.269.000 $1650/acre  $190,350.000 212,690,000

Class IIl, IV--1,080,000  $300/acre 324,000,000 21,600,000
$514,350,000 $34,290,000

Average annual need from all sources = $34,290,000
Landowner portion of 50% cost-sharing = -17,145,000
Public portion of 50% cosl-sharing = §$17,145,000
Estimated average annual lederal ACP

funds available lor lands over 2T = —2250.000
Estimated average annual state funds
needed for lands over 2T = 514,895.000

Recommendalion 10. Financial assistance should be made avalable for the
conversion of highly erodible land from crop production (o permanent vegelative cover

A Land Use Conversion Financial Assistance Program would be iniiated and appli-
cable only 1o (a) Land Capability Class VI and VIl cropland acres that are eroding al a
rate exceeding the tolerable limit (i.e., above T), and (b) such sites that are significant
sources of sediment affecting public waters. This program would provide up to the full
cosl of machine hire, materials and labor for the establishment of vegelative cover,
either lrees or grass.

Again, the Stale Soil Conservation Board would administer the program and sel the
eligibility, funding level and priarity criteria under promulgated rules. SWCDs would be
responsible for administration of this program at the local level. One stipulation of the
program would be restriction against converting land back to crop production unless
such conversion was approved by the local SWCD and would be done In accordance
with a conservalion plan for that land.

Indiana cropland acreage in Land Capability Classes VI and VIl eroding above T is
estimated to be: Class Vi, 140,000; and Class VIl, 8,000, Assuming 15 percent of
these 148,000 acres converted lo tree cover and B5 percenl to grass cover, the
astimatled total and annual funding needs of this recommendation are:

Cropland Approximale Total Annual
gcres converied COonversion cost ngeds average ﬂEEE
Treas-- 22200 $216/acre §4.795.200 $319.,680
Grass- -125.800 $92/acre 11,573,600 771573

$16.368.800 $1.091.253
12




REGULATIONS

To achieve the dual goals of erosion reduced to T on all land and adequate control
of olf-site sedimentation damage by the year 2000, the Commission recognizes that
some type ol uniform statewide regulatory program will undoubtedly be necessary.
However, its unanimous senliment—and that expressed in public meeating—is o ulilize
regulations for achieving compliance only if all reasonable efforts al educational,
technical and financial assistance fail to reach the goals. Enforcement of regulations
would require ime and resources that can be beller invested in education and
assislance in the early years of an accelerated erosion/sediment reduclion program.

The sole focus of any regulatory program is toward attainment of the stated goals.
Thus, at no time should regulations dictate a specific practice or means 10 achleve a
dasired level ol erosion control, And, enforcement ol any punitive measures would
take place only after a reasonabie period of time during which every effort was made
to ensure Iull opportunity for voluntary adoption of soil conservation measures. Regu-
lation then becomes the means to reach those who fail to voluntarily control erosion

The Commission makes the following recommendations relative lo regulations:

Recommendation 11. A phased slatewide regufatory program should be devel-
oped and in place lo be initiated after all volunlary approaches 1o erosion/sedimen
reductlion have been exhausled.

This allows early concentration of financial resources on educational and incentive
efforts, yet serves notice 1o landowners and users that regulations will be imposed if
valuntary approaches fail.

Recommendation 12. Legsianon should be drawn up and enacted as soon as
possibla allowing prosecution aof landowners who, alfer a reasonable period of lime, fail
to adop! soil conserving praclices thal prevent off -sile sediment damage.

It is important thal such legisiation clearly spell out what does and does not consti-
lute violation, the rights and responsibilities of an alleged violator, and those of the
anlorcing agencies, The lollowing are seen as key elements of such legislation:

« Sediment damage must occur off-site to alfected property for the owner of the
sedimenl -producing land 1o be in viclation,

= However, any owner who is either following an approved conservalion plan or
managing his land such thal average erosion rales (as calculated by the Universal
Soil Loss Equation) are within lolerable limils cannot be considered in violation,

s SWCDs would be responsible tor carrying out the sediment-reduction compliance
procedures at the local level. I local level efforts fail to gain compliance, a given
case may be elevated o the State Soil Conservation Board.

Addressing the regulatory aspects of Indiana's soil resource prolection efforls
immediately through legisiation allows the compliance mechanisms o be implemented
in stages over time but still be fully in effect within ten years

Recommendation 13. The Division of Soil Conservation, IDNA, with all Soil &
Water Conservation Districts should assist other lederal, stale and local entities in
encouraging and moniloring compliance with [hose aspecls of their programs, ordi-
nances, efc. relaled o erosion/sediment reduction.

For example,

« Agsistance to lederal soil conservation and sediment reduction efforts might
include: (&) encouraging farmer participation in a conservalion reserve program,
(b) helping identily the fragile lands that should not be permilled lo participate in
lederal farm programs if cropped, and (c) ensuring thal ground cover has been
planted on set-aside lands.
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= Assgislance lo slate soil conservation and sediment reduction efiorls could include:
(a) working with public land holding agencies in stale government lo sel a good
example in establishing and implementing soil conservation resource management
plans for all state-controlled lands; and (b) Involvement of SWCDs in IDNR's permit
program for land-disturbing activities. Notification of permits issued could be sent
to local districts, which would do follow-up inspeclion and report any violation of
the erosion contral portion of the permil,

s Assislance 1o local soil conservation and sediment reduction ellorts might involve:
(a) developing for local communities model ordinances thal deal with urban erosion
and (b) working with counly officials to enact and enforce ordinances that protect
roadways, drainage ditches and other public lands. Among that which could be
regulated by ordinance, local government has the authorily lo; recover cosls for
road drainage dilch clean-out where excessive erosion due to improper land
management was the cause and the violalor identilied; require ergsion control
plans as parl of improvernent location permits issued by plan commissions; and
require sod bulfer strips 10 be lelt along road and drainage rights -of -way.

Funding Considerations

Estimated average annual funding needs of the 15-year accelerated erosion/sed-
iment reduction program lor Indiana being proposed here are as follows

& Educational component $457.700

s Technical assistance componen! 21719987
(Vehicle purchasa, 5720.800)

& Financial assistance component 15,986,253

TOTAL $18623,940
The Commission makes the following recommendations relalive 1o funding needs:

Recommendation 14. Funding should be continued for the current program
responsibilities of the State Soil and Water Conservation Commillee (recommended to
be carried out by the Division of Sail Conservation, IDNR).

Funding for the state’s present soil conservation programs or tor the recommended
operational siruclure changes has nol been included in the Commission’'s estimates
for the proposed program

Recommendation 15. A dedicaled lund should be estabhshed for the purpose of
carrying oul the propesed program.

This tund would be adminislered by lthe Division ol Soil Conservalion, IDNR, and
accountable to the Stale Soil Conservation Board as lhe Division's policy -making
body. Financing the program through a dedicated fund would insure its continuity,
which is necessary to accomplish “T by 2000."

Of the many polential sources lor these dedicated monies, the Commigsion has
identified three to illustrate how the estimated average annual funding needs might be
mel: (a) commilling 0.066% of the exisling sales tax, or (b) establishing a 0.6% sales
tax on food, or (¢) increasing the lax on cigaretles by 2.5 cents
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Appendix A

DEFINITIONS OF LAND CAPABILITY CLASSES
(emphasizing soil erosion hazard and its correction)

Class |. Very good, productive land thal can be safely cultivated wilth ordinary farming
methods. |l is nearly level, deep, well drained, easily worked and suilable for intensive culliva-
tion. Solls have litle or no damage Irom erosion during the cropping season of any other per-
manent limitation. They will grow all crops suited (o the climate

Class Il. Good land bul has some limitations that make It more diflicull 1o row crop than
Class | land. Soils may be limited by the elfects of. genlle slopes (2-6%), moderale suscepti-
bility 1o ercsion, or moderataly advarse effects of past arosion.

Ciass lll. Land moderately good for cultivation, It can be farmed regularly, but its use 1s
more limited than Class Il land. Soils may have one of the lollowing limitations: moderately
sloping (6-12%), highly susceptible to erosion, and severely affected by pasi grosion,

Class IV. Has very severe erosion hazards thal restrict iIs use lor cultivated crops and
requires careful management. |ts usa lor cullivated crops Is limiled by the elfects of one or
mare ol the tollowing: strong slope (12-18%), susceptibility to erosion, severe past erosion, and
very shallow soils with limiled root zone. Soils are suited 1o oceasional but not regular cultiva-
tian,

Class VI. Has severo limitations thal make it generally unsuiled for cultivation and bimil jts
use largely 10 pasiure, woodland or to wildiite tood or cover. Soils have natural fealuras that
cannot be correcled for row crops such as. steep slopes, severe erasion hazard, very thin or
no surface soil because of savere pasl erosion, very shallow rooting zone and stoniness, these
may occur singly or in combination. Row-cropped Class VI land eroding above T should be
convariad 1o permanent cover

Class VII.. Has very sevara limitations thal make It unsuited for cullivation and restrict its
use to woodland, wildlife or permanant pasture. The soils have natural fealures similar to those
in Class VI, bul the resiriclions are more severe. Examples are: very sieep uneroded solls,
sloping 1o steep gullied soils, steep shallow and stony soils, and sloping coarse lexiured solls.
All Class VIl row cropped land should be converted to permanant cover
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